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September 1, 1983
JPN-83-79

Director of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Attention: Mr. Domenic B. Vassallo, Chief
Operating Reactors Branch No. 2
Division of Licensing

Subject: James A. FitzPatrick Nuclear Power Plant
Docket No. 50-333
Potential Pipe Support Design Non-Conformance

Reference: NYPA letter J. P. Bayne to D. B. Vassallo, dated
July 7, 1983 (JPN-83-65), concerning the same
subject.

Dear Sir:

In the reference letter, the Power Authority informed you that
one of our consultants had identified a potential
non-conformance in the re-analysis of 348 pipe supports
installed in the FitzPatrick plant. The consultant also
identified approximately 20 supports which, he claimed, show
evidence of physical damage. The purpose of this letter is to
provide you with the results of the Authority's evaluation of
this issue to date.

The potential non-conformance was identified by a consultant
who participated in the re-analysis of pipe supports required
by Bulletin 79-07. The consultant indicated that in the design
of pipe support modifications, the stresses resulting from the
operational loads were not verified to be within code
allowable. As stated in the referenced letter, the seismic
design of the supports is not in question.

Our review of the documentation indicated that 366 calculation
packages were affected rather than 348 as previously noted.
342 packages were reviewed in detail. The remaining 24
packages are associated with the Reactor Building Closed Loop
Cooling Water System which was re-analyzed due to a
modification installed this refueling outage. The Authority
reviewed the calculation packages to verify that the stresses
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on the supports due to operational loads do not exceed code
allowable. This review has determined that all affected pipe
supports were found to be satisfactory under normal plant
operating loads and meet applicable codes and standards without
modification.

As stated in-the referenced letter, the Authority performed a
visual inspection of the 20 supports which the consultant
reported.as partially damaged. Of these, only one support in
the main steam system' appeared to be damaged. This support was
re-evaluated by Stone and Webster and confirmed to be
acceptable. However, verification of embedments associated
with supplemental steel would have required complex and time
consuming analyses. In lieu of these analyses, Stone and
Webster recommended minor modifications to eliminate the need
for the embedments. This modification will be completed prior
to start-up from the current refueling outage. In addition, a
few supports were found to show indications of damage. These
supports were also evaluated by Stone and Webster. This
evaluation determined the cause to be unrelated to the subject
or this letter and the supports to be acceptable.

In a letter to the Authority, the consultant also identified
certain concerns with the Bulletin 79-07 analyses performed by
Stone and Webster. Consequently, the Authority retained United
Engineers & Constructors (UE&C) as a third party reviewer.
UE&C met with the consultant to outline the basis for his
concerns. Based on the meeting, UE&C developed a review plan
which included a representative sample of pipe supports which
were reanalyzed in 1979. The sample consists of supports in
critical, large diameter, high energy piping systems and

i includes the main steam line support mentioned above.

The evaluation performed by UE&C consisted of review of the S&W
analytical methodology, procedures and calculation packages.
In addition, UE&C performed field inspections of certain
supports to verify that the as-built and as-analyzed data
agreed. To date, UE&C has completed approximately 80% of their
review. This includes most of the supports in their sample
except for those in the recirculation system. Based on the
work completed to date, UE&C has no outstanding findings of
significance. UE&C has identified procedural findings

i

! associated with the documentation of the field survey and the
as-built information used in the piping analyses. These
findings have been addressed by NYPA and Stone and Webster.i

! Further review will be performed by UE&C to verify the
resolution of these findings.
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In summary, the potential deficiencies identified have been
evaluated and reviewed by the Authority, its architect. engineer
Stone and Webster and an independent third party, United
Engineers and Constructors. Based on this evaluation, no
significant safety deficiencies have been identified. It is
estimated that this review will be completed within the next 2
to 4 weeks. In-the interim, the Authority will promptly inform
you if there is any significant change in the findings to
date. Upon completion of the review by UE&C and final
resolution of this issue, we will submit a report for your
information and review.

If you have any questions, please contact Mr. J. A. Gray, Jr.
of my staff.

Very truly yours,

f 'k' s2kst -

xecutiveVice}-President
3. P. Bayne

cc: Resident Inspector
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
P. O. Box 136
Lycoming, New York 13093


